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July 28, 2005
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Re:  Cramer Hill Study Area Redevelopment Plan
Dear City Council Members:

Please accept this letter as comments on the prdgosmer Hill Study Area
Redevelopment Plan (“Plan”) from South Jersey L&galiices (SJLS) on behalf of the Ablett
Village Resident Council, Centennial Village TersAttion Council, and the Cramer Hill
Residents’ Association, as well as our 211 indigidtlients residing in the Cramer Hill
neighborhood.

Since the presentation of the Redevelopment SAindyRedevelopment Plan in the spring
of 2004, our clients have repeatedly raised olmpastio Council’s designation of Cramer Hill as
an area of redevelopment on the grounds that thigrtition was neither supported by the
evidence nor necessary to eliminate blight. Thelee¢s have also continuously objected to the
adoption of the proposed redevelopment plan. Wataaehing the comments SJLS submitted to
the Planning Board on May 11, 2004 (“Planning Bdaainments”) as Exhibit “A”, which set
forth these objections in detail.

City Council has twice voted on this Plan, but faaled to adopt it consistent with the
procedural requirements of the applicable laws. iM¢erporate by reference our prior
comments to Council, with attachments and exhikitéch we submitted during the first and
second attempts by Council to adopt the redevelappian We are now submitting these
additional comments into the record at the seceading and the public hearing at the time of
the third vote to adopt the Plan. These commemtsrsarize our clients’ objections to the Plan,

! Our understanding is that this “readoption” is inted to address procedural irregularities ratham th
make any substantive changes to the Plan anddhaianges have in fact been made to the
Redevelopment Plan since the City adopted it oe 3Gh All of our prior objections therefore remain in
full force and effect.
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which include: 1) the widespread use of eminenta@amgainst homeowners and the forcible
displacement of thousands of renters and homeow2gtise inadequacy of the Plan’s

provisions for relocation and replacement hous&)dhe drastic changes proposed in land use
and housing density which destroy the fabric ofdbemunity; and 4) the inappropriate use of
public funding and the creation of an unwanted golirse. These comments also address some
key developments that have taken place since ty&s@iitial adoption of the Plan, and provide

a brief explanation of the legal grounds upon whiehchallenging the Plan.

l. THE CITY SHOULD REVITALIZE THE CRAMER HILL COMMUNITY
WITHOUT DISPLACING RESIDENTS FROM THEIR HOMES

City Council should reject this Plan because iuresp drastic use of the powers of eminent
domain that infringe upon the rights of homeowntspayers, business owners, and long-time
residents, disrupts the lives of thousands of ezg&] and destroys the fabric of this community.

First, the designation of Cramer Hill as a redepeient area put! property owners and
residents in the redevelopment zone at risk ohfpeir homes and/or their property, forcing
them to live under a cloud of uncertainty for tfey2ar period during which the plan would be
in effect.

Second, even if the City were to limit the use mireent domain powers to the properties
listed in the Plan as “to be acquired” or “may bgured”, this proposed expansive use of the
power of eminent domain is unjustified. The implerta¢ion of the proposed Cramer Hill
Redevelopment Plan requires acquisition of as naarl,200 homes and displacement of 4,164
peoplé? It is this aspect of the Plan which has provokesistrongest outcry from the community
since the “Cherokee proposal” was made public.d®eds have testified at numerous public
hearings about the hardship that they would expeeiéf their homes were taken. Many
homeowners have invested significant money and labo their properties. They have
attachments to their homes and to the community.vitell-documented that forcible relocation
causes stress, uncertainty, and hardship. Crantieebidents stand not only to lose their
financial investment, but their sense of commurthgjr ties to friends and families, and their
support networks. Some residents would be uprdobtea an area they lived in for most of their
life. Children would have to go through the travoi@hanging schools. Some residents who
now live within close distance of their places ofgoyment would have a great difficulty
maintaining their jobs if they have to move. Theidents consider it unjust to take the property
of those who have paid their taxes, maintained thaises, and have remained in Camden
through the hardest of times. It is especiallyitdgr the many seniors, disabled, and low-
income working families who may never be able td(hbmeowners again to lose their homes.

Third, it is possible to revitalize Cramer Hilltwout the forcible taking of people’s
homes. The City could achieve its goals of rewataj the community by designating the
neighborhood as an “area in need of rehabilitatmmunr’suant to N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-14. That
designation would enable the City to undertakeramehensive program of neighborhood
improvement and rebuilding, using the same metlagsdswould in an area declared in need of

2 The median family size in Cramer Hill, accordinghe 2000 Census, is 3.4 persons. See Census Data,
attached as Exhibit C.
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redevelopment, but would not require meeting thegent criteria of Section 40A:12A-5, would
not infringe upon the rights of property ownerstigh the threat of eminent domain, and would
not stigmatize the community as a blighted are& Chy could also target discrete sections
within Cramer Hill that may meet the statutory riegments if necessary to abate nuisances or
eliminate severe blight. There are vacant aredasnof throughout Cramer Hill which could
accommodate new housing units and other neighbdrimprovements and amenities. Single
family homes could be constructed throughout thghimrhood as infill housing. Larger
developments could be built in undeveloped areaseclto the Delaware River and in former
industrial and commercial sites. The City’s progbase of eminent domain to take 1,200 homes
is clearly unjustified.

Il. THE PLAN DOES NOT ADEQUATELY PROVIDE FOR RELOCATIORR
REPLACEMENT HOUSING

Despite its drastic proposal to dislocate closere third of the population of Cramer
Hill, the Plan does not explain how it will meeethousing needs of the displaced residents. As
explained in detail below, the residents are pradataly very low income, and due to the
housing crisis in this state and region, will fggeat difficulty in securing decent replacement
housing they can afford. The Plan contains onlyueggrovisions about what replacement
housing will be created, and does not provide argrantees that the new units will be
affordable and available to the families which Itiseir homes through redevelopment. The
relocation benefits promised to residents will betsufficient to make them whole. The Housing
Strategy and the first Workable Relocation AssistaRlan (“WRAP”), which have been
developed by the City since the introduction of tt@n, as well as the verbal promises made by
City officials about replacement housing, have mé&&en incorporated into the Redevelopment
Plan. In addition, even if the City’s statementgsevacorporated into the Plan, these promises
are unfeasible and do not ensure that resident®evafforded realistic housing opportunities.
Finally, the City’s ambitious redevelopment plaosdther neighborhoods throughout Camden
further exacerbate the housing shortage and madssifeasible to replace lost affordable units
in Cramer Hill.

A. Residents of Cramer Hill who face displacemametlikely to incur great hardship and
risk living in unsafe and inadequate housing i§tRlan is implemented.

Cramer Hill residents would lose their homes beeaaf the redevelopment project face
the risk being homeless, being forced to live inssandard, overcrowded housing, or paying
more than they can afford for housing. Most resisi@mthe neighborhood are low-income. As
illustrated by the GIS Map % Below Poverty, attaths Exhibit B, well over one-third of
households in Cramer Hill have incomes below tlderfal poverty line, and median incomes in
different sections of the neighborhood range frdr§,$60 to $31,071. In addition, a significant
number are elderly or disablédMost of these families are classified for purposeHUD’ and

3 This map was obtained from the Camden Resourcbksitegvww.camdenresources.or§ee also 2000
Census Data, attached as Exhibit C.

* See data on housing and the disabled, attachexhétsit G.

® United States Department of Housing and Urban Deweent (‘HUD”) establishes categories of
households for purposes of determining eligibildy housing subsidies and affordable housing progra
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COAH® standards as either very low-income, earning 50%ss of Area Median Income
(AMI), or extremely low-income, earning no morenhz0% of AMI.

Lower-income Cramer Hill homeowners were ableat@tadvantage of the low housing
prices in Camden City and purchase their propeftiean affordable price. Cramer Hill homes
are affordable, averaging only $42,900, accordintné 2000 CensusThere are also
opportunities for low-income renters in Cramer Hals the median rent in the area is only $413.
As discussed in greater detail in the CommentedédPianning Board, there is a severe housing
affordable housing shortage in this state, howeMee, same 2000 Census data shows that
median price for homes is $111,200 in Camden Coantly$167,900 in the state, more than
double and triple the price of Cramer Hill homescérding to the Census, the median monthly
rents for New Jersey and Camden County are alsd tmgber than in Cramer Hill --$672 and
$554 respectivel§.Housing prices have risen dramatically since itine of the last Census,
making homes outside of Camden City even furthéooweach for Cramer Hill residents.

If Cramer Hill homeowners lose their homes throaghdemnation, many would not be
able to afford replacement homes or even qualifyafoew mortgage, because of limited
incomes, poor credit, and/or limited equity in tHedbmes’ Displaced Cramer Hill residents
would also encounter difficulties in the rental ketr According to HUD and COAH standards,
an extremely low-income household, earning $20,4&0,afford a monthly rent of only $512, so
that median rents in this region are clearly outaoige for extremely low-income households.
The communities surrounding Camden, such as Pekesadaddonfield, Collingswood, and
Cherry Hill, have very little available rental haug. Many former Camden residents have found
apartments in Lindenwold, and those apartment cexeslin Lindenwold are now also slated for
demolition because of proposed redevelopment pBesause of the high price of rental
housing, displaced residents would be likely teefgoeat difficulty in securing affordable, safe
and decent rental units, and risk living in ovesveded and substandard conditions and paying
excessive housing costs.Not surprisingly, 75.6% of very low-income homewmxs and 70% of
very low-income renters in Camden County are fotogoay over 30% of their income as rent,
and close to half pay over 50%.

Various affordable housing programs, includinglpubousing and Section 8 enable
even very low income families to secure affordabiés, Subsidized affordable housing options
are extremely limited, however. The pool of pulblausing units in the City has shrank from
1688 to about 1118 units. The Section 8 progranmatsmsbeen cut back in funding. There are
few affordable housing programs that provide hagisifiordable to very low income

® Eligibility for New Jersey housing programs is geaily set by the Council on Affordable Housing
(“COAH"), which determines each municipalities ‘ffahare” of affordable housing.

" See 2000 Census Data, attached as Exhibit C.

8 See 2000 Census Data, attached as Exhibit C.

® Using a rule of thumb that a household can affohdme priced at two times the annual income, and
assuming that the purchaser has good credit atathleeincome, qualifying the family for financing,
typical Cramer Hill household could purchase a hargh between $40,000 and $60,000. Families
would find very few decent housing options at thdte.

9 See LSNJ Report, “The Critical Shortage of AffdstdgaHousing in New Jersey, attached as Exhibit E.
1 See Letter of A, Beveridge, attached as Exhib&myj Out of Reach 2008port, attached as Exhibit H.
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households, such as those earning 30% of AMI. [Baiges little doubt, therefore, that Cramer
Hill residents would be likely to face great diffity in securing affordable, safe and decent
housing and risk living in over-crowded and subgtad conditions and paying excessive
housing costs.

B. Leqgally required relocation benefits are notwgioto make residents whole.

The proposed Plan makes reference to state relndatvs and regulations, including the
development of a Workable Relocation Assistanca PMWRAP”) and the payment of state-
required benefits. The City’s promise to complyhnajpplicable law is of small comfort to
families facing displacement. The relocation laiyarquires the City to identify comparable
units in the region. It does not require the Catteate any replacement units, so it does not
protect against the loss of affordable housingldb does not ensure that residents will be able to
remain in Cramer Hill or in Camden City. SHe).S.A.52:31B-5; N.J.A.C5:40-6.1. In addition,
the amount of money that residents are eligibieteive does not protect them against paying
unaffordable housing costs. Relocation benefith@oneowners cover only moving costs and a
$15,000 payment to cover the difference in pridgvben the original and the replacement home.
If a family is forced to move from a house valu¢®45,000, for example, they must find a
replacement unit that costs less than $60,000eyr will not be able to use the relocation
benefits to acquire a replacement unit. For rentetscation benefits cover the difference
between the original rent and the rent for a reggta@nt unit up to a maximum amount of $4,000
over 3 years. That means it would cover an increésaly slightly more than $100 per month,
and only for the first three years of residencye Se).A.C.5:40-5.3(b).

C. The Plan does not contain the assurances male tesidents about replacement housing

City officials have responded to the outcry ofidesats by making promises that a
replacement unit will be built for each unit befares acquired and that displaced residents will
be afforded an opportunity to occupy these unikeyThave also promised that displaced
homeowners will be provided a new house withoutiiring any new financial burdens, i.e. they
will end up with the same amount of mortgage dbeit original home.

The Plan, however, which will legally govern theslevelopment doe®t contain any of
these promises. It states only that “comparablEcements will be provided from the existing
Camden area housing market for the temporary amdgreent relocation of those Cramer Hill
residents who are eventually displaced as a retthis redevelopment plan”. It also states that
“this will include up to 1,200 new and rehabilitdteeplacement units” which “will afford those
who live in the neighborhood the opportunity to esmor return to Cramer Hill”. (Plan, p.22).
The Plan doenot guarantee that any replacement units will be lbgfore homes are taken. It
doesnot state that the new units will be realisticallyoaffable to current residents. The Plan also
doesnot specify whether current residents would autombyicpualify or be given first priority
for new units, as opposed to undergoing eligibsityeening and/or being placed on a waiting
list. In fact, the Plan does not contain any analg§existing market conditions in Camden or
the surrounding area, or make mention of housimgghest through redevelopment in other
Camden neighborhoods or in surrounding towns. Nesdt contain any analysis of the
residents’ income levels and price of both theaepinent housing and other housing in the



region. As such, it fails to meet the minimal negments of the Local Redevelopment and
Housing Law (“LRHL") regarding relocation, and makiéis impossible to evaluate whether it
is feasible to provide replacement units that wdaddruly affordable to the low-income families
facing displacement.

It is up to this governing body to enact an ordoethat fully complies with the LRHL and
protects residents against displacement. If tras i adopted without adequate protections,
Council will not be directly overseeing its implemation and will have the opportunity in the
future to make sure that the City’s promises amsohed.

D. It is unfeasible to replace all homes acquiredhoough this Plan with new housing units
that will be truly affordable to current residents

Even if the City were to attempt to meet its preesi regarding replacement units in a
manner consistent with this Plan, the City hasdaeohonstrated that it would be feasible. On the
contrary, there are several reasons why it woulditbeally impossible to do.

The City and Cherokee is attempting to sell théRand justify the extreme hardship it is
causing to Camden residents by touting the unpested private investment that is supposed to
pour into Camden as a result of this redevelopmmsject. It has become increasingly clear,
however, that this private investment exists omypaper, in the budget which estimates the
costs for the project. Although the Plan itselis&br extensive private funding of housing
development, and the Cherokee Propbssiates that Cherokee and its developer partnéirs wi
finance 90% of project costs, information that basie to light since the time the Plan was
presented cast serious doubt on the availabiliguch private investment. In the course of trial
preparation, counsel for the parties challengimgRtan deposed Mr. Anselm Fusco, Vice
President of Cherokee Investments, who testifiatl @herokee’s interest in the site was based
upon availability of the Harrison Avenue Landfdind Cherokee has no involvement in the
housing development planned for Cramer HilHe could not identify any developers that would
be building either affordable or market rate hogsin provide any information as to the
financing for housing constructidfi.

City officials have acknowledged that there areeammitments of funding for
affordable housing at this time except for a canddl award of LIHTC allocation to the
Michaels Development Corporation for 162 new rentats>® No other developers have
presented any proposals for either affordable aketaate housing. It has also become evident
that the City, CRA, and developers will be relymythe usual public funding sources for
creation of replacement housing units. In additiwither the City nor the Housing Authority
has been able to provide any specific informati®toshow the very low income households in

12«Cherokee Proposal” refers to the Response bydkkerto the Camden Redevelopment Agency’s
Request for Proposals which led to the CRA desigg&herokee as the “conditional developer” in
December, 2003.

13 See Excerpts of Fusco Deposition, attached asixhi

4 See Excerpts of Fusco Deposition, attached asixhi

1> See Excerpts of Primas Deposition, attached aibExkand Excerpts of De Deposition, attached as
Exhibit J.
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Ablett and Centennial Village would be housed 4@ developments were demolished. Various
representatives of the Housing Authority and thty Gave proposed that Michaels’ project will
serve as replacement units for Ablett Village, inutther documents and statements claim that
those LIHTC units have no relation to the publiasiag development and will not be operated
as public housing’®

Funding for affordable housing, however, is extegniimited. All of the funding sources
that are identified by the City are limited potsnobney, and securing grants under these
programs is very competitive. Attached as Exhibistd chart showing the total amount of
funding available under the affordable housing paats that are listed as potential funding
sources in the Plan. The chart makes evidentlieae programs produce a very small number
of units throughout the state, meeting only a faacof the need. (See more detailed comments
about the need for affordable housing in the PlagnBoard comments). For the Low Income
Housing Tax Credits (“LIHTC”) program, for exampksgch city in the state is limited to a
maximum number of three projects per year. At traestime, the funding for various housing
programs is being drastically curtailed.

Camden already relies on the LIHTC program andther identified funding sources to
build new and replacement rental units throughbetQity. Attached as Exhibit | and J are two
charts which shows what projects are already irptpeline in Camden City, and how much
money has already been tapped by the City fromethesgrams. SJLS has been informed that
there are 25 tax credit projects currently beirapped in Camden. Meanwhile, there is new
demand for affordable housing construction in Camdde City has recently been awarded a
new HOPE VI grant for Roosevelt Manor which catis ¢reation of over 500 new units, and
requires matching funding from other sources. Thg i€ relying on LIHTC funding for that
project. Even more significantly, the City is prepg redevelopment plans fall the
neighborhoods in CamdéhSeveral of these plans call for extensive userohent domain and
acquisition of large numbers of occupied homes. ddmbined number of occupied residences
to be acquired in the plans that have been addptedfar, excluding Cramer Hill, is 527,
excluding an unspecified number in Centerville, Hreproposed redevelopment plans for
Lanning Square and Central Waterfront require aitioin of 221 more homée$§.The City
proposes building replacement affordable unitsaicheof these neighborhoods, again tapping the
same limited funding sources.

In addition, even if the City were to produce D2Mits of what is considered
“affordable housing”, that does not guarantee #ngtof those units would be affordable to
current Cramer Hill residents. As shown in the th#tached as Exhibit L, the programs
identified by the City generally provide units tlaae affordable to families earning 50% or 80%
of AMI, for which the extremely low-income familied Cramer Hill are not likely to qualify.
Exhibit O is a chart that shows income levels farse categories. A family of 3 qualifies as low
income if it receives $30,690, and a family of 4 ifeceives $34,100. Since the median income
in most areas of Cramer Hill is below $30,000, entrresidents would not qualify even for
exclusively “low-income” housing developments.

16 See Excerpts from Camden Redevelopment Agencynaieris, attached as Exhibit Q.
" See excerpts from Primas Deposition, attachedhibiE|
'8 See Redevelopment Plans posted on Camden Cityteiebs
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Given this funding climate and current housingdibans, it is against the interests of all
City and area residents to destroy the existingrd#fble housing units in Cramer Hill. Ablett and
Centennial Village are close to fully occupied dmade passed recent HUD housing inspections.
The lengthy waiting lists for the developments dasiate the great need for this housing. The
homes that were fixed up and have maintained bgwanking lower income families are also a
valuable housing resource that should be preserved.

E. The City's proposed housing “Strateqgy” doesprotect residents against displacement or
validate the Plan

Since the adoption of the Plan, the CRA has issiuedCramer Hill Community
Revitalization Plan: A Housing Production and Inmpéntation Strategy” (“Strategy”), dated
October 2004, which sets forth the City’s goal fating a sufficient number replacement units
which would enable displaced families to remaihamer Hill. This Housing Strategy is not a
substitute for a meaningful relocation provisiostlais document has not been incorporated into
the Plan or adopted as a separate ordinance, arefdre does not have the force of law. In
addition, even if it were incorporated into therRl& would not address all of the residents’
concerns regarding displacement and relocation.

First, the Strategy mirrors the Plan with regarthie acquisition proposals, and is based
upon the assumption that the City will acquire elts 1,000 occupied homes. As discussed
above, that expansive use of the powers of condeomn@nd the drastic proposed change in the
fabric of this community is unwarranted.

Second, the Strategy does not ensure replacemiatnill be made available before
displacement occurs. In fact, the Strategy stt@s300 owner-occupied homes will be
demolished between 2005 and 2008, but the construat new homeowner units will be
phased in and not completed until 2009 or 2010.

Third, the Strategy is not economically feasiblierequires expenditure of over $150
million to build 1,000 replacement units, but fdiisidentify either concrete funding
commitments or even likely available sources ofifng for creation of housing affordable to
families earning below 50% and 30% of AMI. As dissed above, funding for affordable
housing is very limited and grant awards highly pefitive.

Fourth, the Strategy contains misleading, incoteplend inconsistent information. It
does not explain how the City intends to fulfif promise of replacement affordable housing for
displaced homeownet8. The development charts show that there is $1005a@ between the
costs of development, which is estimated at $150,80d what an average family can afford.
The Strategy acknowledges that the HMFA providesmaimum subsidy of $50,000 for low-

' The stated promise is that every homeowner will @mwith a home, and that the prices will be
“adjusted” so that if the homeowner has no mortgageor she will not need a mortgage, and if the
homeowner does have a mortgage, that homeowneendlup with a mortgage in the same amount,
claiming that subsidies will fill the gap betweér tdevelopment cost and the amount the homeowitier wi
pay for the home.
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income units, and does not explain where the Gityeveloper would obtain the remaining
$50,000. Furthermore, the analysis of the Strate@pwed because it is based on an assumption
that based upon income, Cramer Hill householdsaffand to pay $50,000 as the purchase price
for a home. The amount, however, that a family halve available toward the purchase price

will be based upon the fair market value of th@nme. If the City wants to meet the promise that
they the family will incur no financial harm, théme amount of the financing gap will also be
determined by the amount of the mortgage and amgr diens on the property.

The Strategy also does not make clear how thewglitype able to provide affordable
replacement units for displaced renters. With resfmethe public housing (Ablett Village) and
project-based Section 8 (Centennial Village), #uases that the renters may get portable
vouchers and then use them at other locationsydimay new LIHTC hard units. It is not
reasonable to assume that sufficient funding vélblailable for vouchers, however, and this
mechanism provides much less security and long-&¢fondability for those very vulnerable
populations than the existing subsidized hard ummtaddition, the City has proposed building
only 162 LIHTC units in Cramer Hill to date, whipgoposing to demolish the existing 506
subsidized units. The Strategy also states thptatied renters will get a “priority” for rental or
sale replacement units. Considering that the gee€Cxamer Hill household earns only $25,450
(34% AMI), these renters will not be able to affemsubsidized new units. The only new
apartments proposed in the Strategy are LIHTC uwitéch as explained above, are not
necessarily affordable to very low income house$old

F. When the City made its first attempts to acqbomes and displace residents in Cramer
Hill, it failed to develop an adequate WRAP angbtovide those residents with affordable
replacement homes in the community.

On February 10, 2005 this Council adopted an artie authorizing acquisition of 72
properties in Cramer Hill by eminent domafhAll of these properties are listed in the Plan as
properties which “may be acquired”. In April, th&yOmoved forward with condemnation of 19
parcels located in what is labeled sites “E” antlifiRthe Strategy and the Acquisition
Ordinance. Sites E and F contain 16 occupied hoB8HsS, on behalf of its individual clients
and the Cramer Hill Resident Association, appleethe Superior Court for an injunction
stopping the City from using eminent domain to aagthese properties. On April 8, 2005 Judge
Orlando issued an injunction, which still remainglace.

The City was required to prepare a WRAP befortgaitnng condemnation proceedings
for these properties. This first WRAP is attached as Exhibit P. TheyQias repeatedly stated
in public hearings and community forums that thenises regarding relocation and replacement
units do not properly belong in the Redevelopméan Fout will be set forth in the WRAP. This

%t was entitled “Ordinance Authorizing the Acgtian of Certain Parcels of Land in the City of
Camden by Eminent Domain for the Purpose of Coatitnu or Rehabilitation of Low and Moderate
Income Housing the Cramer Hill Section of the GfyCamden”, and will be referred to in these
comments as “Acquisition Ordinance”.

% The New Jersey Relocation Assistance Act, N.J.52831B-5 and its enforcing regulations, N.J.A.C.
5:40-6.1, require that a governmental equity thalisplacing residents prepare a Workable Relatatio
Assistance Plan (WRAP). This WRAP must be submiideitie New Jersey Department of Community
Affairs for approval. No relocation activities mtake place until the WRAP is approved.
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first WRAP, however, doawt incorporate these promises, as it does not idesntif affordable
housing units were created or set aside as repktamits for the displaced familiés.It is

also woefully deficient in other regards, and doesmeet even the minimal requirements under
the relocation law$®

The first families that were slated to be relocaea result of this Plan were offered
between $50,000 and $55,000 for their homes, @00H0 in relocation benefits. Prior to the
issuance of the injunction, the City was poisefdrtaceed with eminent domain. If the process
was not legally challenged, the City would be dblacquire title and dispossess the

22The WRAP includes a chart of housing units indhea, which shows that there is a total of 13 ftenta
units and 55 sales units available. It providesnfmrmation regarding the location or price of afy
these units. Furthermore, it is impossible to deiee whether these units are currently availablieeimg
planned for future development. The only explamattiered as to the source of available units noesti
future work with an unnamed developer to build aepiment units in Cramer Hill, future information on
housing development in the City of Camden, theterize of non-profit housing providers in the region
which have provided available housing in the pastire collaboration with the state HMFA to locate
vacancies in existing developments and to obtdormation on units to be built, and the option sing
local realtors to locate comparable homes.

% The WRAP does not meet the prescriptions of NAJ.52:31B-5 (b). First, it fails to provide adequate
information about available replacement housinge &hart described in footnote ___ above, does not
contain sufficient data to ascertain whether thisunmeet the statutory criteria of “decent, safed a
sanitary dwelling units at prices or rents withiing displaced person’s] needs and in areas reagonab
accessible to his place of employment and not gélgdess desirable in regard to public utilitiexa
public and commercial facilities”. N.J.S.82:31B-5(b)(2). Second, the WRAP is improperlyifed in
scope, as it purports to set forth a plan for raion of residents in ‘Designated Redevelopmenbaire

& F’, as opposed to looking at the Cramer Hill reelepment area as a whole. The actual
“Redevelopment Area” is the area determined tonbeeed of redevelopment pursuant to the Local
Redevelopment and Housing Law (LRHL), N.J.8@A:12A-5, for which a redevelopment plan has been
adopted pursuant to N.J.SA0A:12A-7. This area is the entire Cramer Hiligldorhood. Without
looking at the totality of circumstances, it is ioggible to identify units which will be availablerf
displacees, assist in minimizing hardships to dispés, determine the extent of the need of each
displaced for relocation assistance, and assuravthigability of decent, safe, and sanitary reptaest
housing at prices and rents within the displacee=ins, as required by N.J.S523B-5(b); N.J.A.C.
5:40-6.1(c). Most glaringly, the WRAP does notteam “such measures, facilities, techniques or
services as [are] necessary or appropriate” uradgprirement (6) “to secure to the greatest extent
practicable, the co-ordination of relocation a¢tdg with other project activities and other plashioe
proposed governmental action in the community arlmgareas which may affect the execution of the
workable relocation program”. N.J.S.B2:31B-5 (b). Not only the entire Cramer Hill Redlopment
Area, with proposed relocation of 1,200 familiest bther neighborhoods in the City which are
undergoing redevelopment, such as the Bergen Sqaoarmunity, where a redevelopment plan calls for
taking of 487 occupied housing units, fall withiretdefinition of “in the community or nearby are&s’
which “other project activities and other plannegpmposed governmental actions” exist. The WRAP
submitted by the City, however, purports to addtheseeds of a total of sixteen (16) families oty
(40) people. The WRAP also failed to address @lcethat persons and business concerns other than
those actually displaced will suffer substantialremmic injury as a result of the actual displacenaén
certain households. Compliance with the Act rezgithat the commissioner and the unit of local
government determine if such injury will occur aifco, create and implement a WRAP which will
provide those affected parties with relocation mes/;_N.J.S.A52:31B-5 (a).
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homeowners within 34 days of making the offersuochase. The City has not identified or
offered the homeowners any affordable replacememes.

The City has countered in its submissions to therGn opposition to the injunction that
this first phase of acquisitions is being done pans to the New Jersey Fair Housing Act,
independently of the Plan. This proposition is cadicted by all the circumstances, including
statements by City officials, developers, and tloaising Authority that the units are intended to
replace Ablett Village, and the fact that the pmtips are listed as properties to be acquired in
both the Plan and the Stratedy.

The City’s first steps toward implementing therPtaakes evident, therefore, the illusory
nature of the City’s promises regarding relocatiod replacement housiAglt also makes real
the hardship that will be experienced by residéatsg displacement.

[I. THE PLAN PROPOSES DRASTIC CHANGES TO THE NEIGHBORED
WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN EVALUATED FOR FEASIBILITY OR E©ONOMIC
IMPACT, AND WHICH WOULD NOT BE IN THE INTERESTS OEURRENT
CITY RESIDENTS.

In addition to the displacement and relocationess Cramer Hill residents have voiced
opposition to the Plan because it proposes swe@biagges to the community that are not in the
interests of Cramer Hill and other City residefiisese include: 1) rezoning the residential core,
greatly increasing population density by elimingtthe restrictive Residential 1A zoning and
increasing allowable unit density from 14.5 unigs pcre to 100 units per acre; 2) doubling the
population of Cramer Hill; 3) building 5,000 higbst housing units, drastically altering housing
market conditions and property tax assessmentggbtting the balance between homeowners
and renters by acquiring homeowner units and mgldignificant numbers of new rental units;
5) reusing a contaminated site by building an utedugolf course; 6) creating new traffic
access into the neighborhood; 7) changing enviraaheonditions, including filling of
wetlands and flood plains, and 8) threatening lsaadll businesses with displacement and new
competition.

At the same time, while the City has claimed that bringing in $900 million in private
investment through this Plan, the only private fagccommitment is the limited investment
proposed by Cherokee Camden. Cherokee Camdemahbed that it will pursue closure of the
Harrison Avenue Landfill and creation of a golf cseion the sité® Cherokee can recover most
of its costs through brownfields remediation furgdi@herokee has not committed to financing
any other aspect of the project. Mr. Primas andMrhave both admitted at their depositions
that NJ DOT has indicated that it is likely to futte building of a new access road, and has

% See documents attached as Exhibit Q.

% Although Mr. Primas at one time had promised pilalic meeting that replacement units would be
made available before anyone is displaced, he apfiahas reneged on the promise, stating at his
deposition that it was impractical to do so incaées. See Primas Deposition, Exhibit |

% See excerpts of Fusco Deposition, attached abExhi
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committed funding for some pre-development cosisnb other public or private funding has
been secured.

Furthermore, the City has not conducted any fdagianalysis as to whether this project
is realistic, whether necessary public funding loarsecured and whether it represents a sound
investment of taxpayer dollars, whether it is readxbe to anticipate private investment of the
magnitude called for in the Plan, and what will #m®nomic impact of this development on the
City, the local businesses, and the region’s ecacenmCOO Primas testified at his deposition
that the City had not done any analysis of the imgusarket in relation to the proposed 5,000
units. He also acknowledged that they City had amal figures on housing construction costs,
and that City had not done a feasibility study rdigay the golf coursé® Mr. De testified that
the City accepted Cherokee’s figures regardingthi#ic financing needed, without doing any
independent analysfS.

It is apparent that this redevelopment projebtieisig driven by the interests of a
particular developer, rather than the needs of €ratill and Camden City residents. Cherokee
Camden was selected as “conditional developer’andmber of 2003, before a needs study was
conducted and any redevelopment plans were presanthe public and considered by this
governing body. Cherokee funded the costs of thradea Redevelopment Agency to enable it
to develop and promote the Cherokee Proposal., leefeme the formal adoption of a
redevelopment plar?. This Plan has clearly been designed to be consisiéh the Cherokee
Proposal, and the needs of Cherokee for spaceltbabgolf course and other uses as designated
in the Cherokee Proposal have taken complete peacecver legitimate interests of Cramer
Hill residents. It would be arbitrary and unreaddador Council to approve such a massive
project without a full understanding of its finaalcienvironmental, social, and other impacts,
and without properly weighing the competing intésasvolved.

V. COUNCIL SHOULD NOT REJECT THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF HH
PLANNING BOARD

In an apparent effort to address resident concérasPlanning Board recommended six
amendments to the Plan: that the City incorpotaedlocation and replacement housing
guidelines that had been articulated at public mgstinto the Plan, that appraisals of the
property the City takes from current owners be Bag®n not only local housing prices, but
prices in the region, that relocation occur onkgahew units are made available, with residents
receiving first priority for the new units, thatisting businesses be incorporated in the project,
and that other uses for the Harrison Avenue Landiiher than golf course be considered.

" See Excerpts from Primas Deposition, attachedkaidE | and Excerpts from De Deposition, attached
as Exhibit J.

% See Excerpts from Primas Deposition, Exhibit I.

9 See Excerpts from De Deposition, Exhibit J.

% Cherokee Camden paid $250,000 into an escrow attmibe used by the Redevelopment Agency to
pay for its activities related to this project,linding a portion of staff salaries. That funding teeen

fully expended. See Excerpts of De Depositioncattd as Exhibit J, and Excerpts from Fusco
Deposition, Exhibit K.
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The Ordinance now before Council rejects all estihrecommendations without a solid
basis for doing so. The Ordinance states that thesidg Strategy satisfies the Planning Board’s
concerns regarding relocation and replacement.undever, the Strategy is nisicorporated
into the Plan, and as discussed above, it doegrotict residents against displacement. In
addition, the Ordinance misconstrues the Plan d&tyngf that the Plan ensures that residents will
be afforded an opportunity to remain in the neighbod.

The Ordinance also rejects the recommendatioppcase the property the City takes
from current owners with a view to the costs oflaepment housing in a wider region. As
recognized by the Planning Board, as set forttumcomments, and as readily available from
U.S. Census data, the market sale value of housi@gamer Hill is significantly below that in
Camden County or the State of New Jersey. Bedazfubes, City officials have promised, at
numerous public meetings, that residents who wbaldisplaced would be made whole through
the City’s proposed relocation plan, enabling theracquire a replacement unit without
incurring any new financial burden. The City showldorporate that promise into the Plan as
recommended by the Planning Board.

The Ordinance also rejects the recommendatioonsider other uses for the Harrison
Avenue Landfill rather than golf course, ignorimg tposition of the vast majority of speakers at
the Planning Board public hearings, who stated thesire that the newly created open space at
the Harrison Avenue Landfill site be put to a ugea would serve the community rather than
the pre-designated master developer. Neither thm& Hill Tomorrow plan, nor any other
locally envisioned plan for the revitalization ofe&ner Hill, has suggested a golf course as a
desirable use. Instead, all plans which have takenconsideration the desires and needs of the
community have proposed playing fields, playgroymaskland and other uses which match the
activities and needs of the residents of Cramdrdggcifically and Camden generally. There is
no showing that a golf course is consistent withrieeds of the neighborhood or the city. There
is no showing that it is unfeasible to remediatedite to standards that would allow alternative
uses such as soccer, baseball or picnicking. Tikere showing that a golf course, which
requires expensive maintenance, is economicallilfea There is no economic or engineering
analysis of the consequences to the City of adajl@df venture. In order to protect the playing
surface and protect people from flying balls, gmifirses are closed, almost invariably by high
fences, to all but those very few golfers who hpatl the entrance fee. Rather than making this
area a resource for the community, the creatiangdlf course will remove the land from
community use and in the process exclude the contynfiuom access to the riverfront
greenways corridor.

The City has not shown any reasonable basis fosirg) to address the legitimate
concerns of the Board, and the stated justification the rejection of the recommendations are
without merit.

V. TWO COUNCIL MEMBERS HAVE CONFLICTS OF INTEREST ANBHOULD
NOT PARTICIPATE IN THE VOTE TO ADOPT THE PLAN

Council Vice President Dana Redd serves as the Ghthe Housing Authority of the
City of Camden. Council Member Curtis Jenkins seérags a Commissioner of the Authority
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until his successor was appointed on July 20, 20886.Housing Authority owns and operates
Ablett Village, which is situated in Cramer Hill dslated for acquisition and demolition in the
Redevelopment Plan. The terms of acquisition oe&blillage and the provision of replacement
units are issues that must be negotiated betwee@itih and the Housing Authority or otherwise
resolved in order to implement this Plan. This mea conflict of interest for the Council
members who simultaneously must consider the isttei both the City and the Housing
Authority with regard to the transaction. CounciéMbers Redd and Jenkins violate Local
Government Ethics Law, N.J.S.A. 40A:9-22tleq, and state common law by participating in
any voting on the Plan.

V1. THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN IS ARBITRARY, CAPRICIOUS, AN IN
VIOLATION OF STATE LAW, THE NEW JERSEY CONSTITUTIONTHE U.S.
CONSTITUTION, CIVIL RIGHTS LAWS, AND FEDERAL HOUSIK LAWS

As Council is aware, there is litigation pendirttalienging the legality of the proposed
Plan. The cases brought by three business owndrtharcase filed by SJLS on behalf of three
resident organizations and 211 individual residéatge been consolidated. The Court ruled on
one narrow issue in the case, invalidating the mesént vote of Council adopting the Plan
because the City had not complied with statutoguimements for public notice. The litigation is
on hold, pending a determination by the City whetbeeadopt the current Plan.

The Plan before Council for readoption is exatlly same plan that was challenged in
these lawsuits. Counsel for all parties intend tiospe their claims in the event that Council
readopts this Plan. Below is a summary of the lefgims raised by SJLS on behalf of Cramer
Hill residents in this litigation®*

A. The Plan is arbitrary, capricious, and does nottriiimerequirements of state
redevelopment laws

This Plan does not comply with the Local Redevelept and Housing Law (“LRHL"),
N.J.S.A. 40A:12A-1 et seq., for numerous reasorduding the following:

» The Study did not provide a basis for declaringehtire neighborhood an area in need
of redevelopment;

» The developer-driven process by which the Planemasted, starting with the
“conditional” selection of Cherokee Camden by tladen Redevelopment Agency,
made months before determination of neighborhoed$@nd public presentation of the
Plan was legally flawed;

* The involvement of the Camden Redevelopment Agamtlye process prior to valid
enactment of a redevelopment plan was unauthobyéealwv;

* The Plan does not contain adequate provision reggardlocation;

* The Plan is not consistent with the City’'s MastimPand with prior planning initiatives
for this area;

¥ These claims are in addition to any proceduraldsssuch as conflicts of interest, which may aatse
the time of this third vote by Council on the Plan.
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* The Plan contravenes the LRHL'’s purpose, whicb iatlvance community interests”
in ways that “will be most conducive to the so@atl economic improvement of the
state and its municipalities.” pursuant to N.J.SIBA:12A-2.

B. The Plan Violates the General Welfare under Articiearagraph 1 and Article VIII,
Paragraph 3 of the New Jersey Constitution

In N.A.A.C.P. v. Twp. of Mt. Laurel67 N.J.151, 179, cert. denied23 U.S808, 96
S.Ct.18, 46 L.Ed2d 28 (1975) (Mt. Laurel)] the New Jersey Supreme Court held that
municipalities had an affirmative obligation undlee New Jersey Constitution to “plan and
provide, by its land use regulations, the reasanapportunity for an appropriate variety and
choice of housing, including, of course, low andder@ate cost housing, to meet the needs,
desires and resources of all categories of peoptemay desire to live within its boundaries,
and municipalities may not adopt regulations orgies which thwart or preclude that
opportunity.” Id Accordingly, to be constitutionally valid, a ealopment plan must: (1)
provide for the replacement, on a one-for-one basiall housing units produced or assisted
with federal or state subsidies, including Sec8aental vouchers; (2) ensure an available
supply of housing within the municipality that idcadable by low-income people, whether
subsidized or not; and (3) ensure a reasonableeatidtic opportunity for low- and moderate-
income persons to reside in or remain within th@m@nity.

The Plan clearly misses the mark on all threetgoirit proposes demolishing 506 units
of subsidized rental housing serving the lowesbine residents, without any provision for
replacement of these units with similar housing@fable to the same population of residents.
The Plan also does not guarantee replacement esutasidized, but very affordable
homeownership and rental units that the City ptardemolish. The redevelopment plan will
also lead to drastic change in the fabric of then@r Hill community. Current residents fear
that they will eventually be forced out throughinedt as well as direct displacement as the
result of rising rents and skyrocketing properixeta

As a result, the revised Plan fails to meaningfplovide an appropriate variety and
choice of housing, including, of course, low andde@ate cost housing, to meet the needs,
desires and resources of all categories of peoptemay desire to live within its boundaries.
Without adequate and secure low- and moderate-iagepiacement units, many residents will
be forced out into a housing market where theeessvere shortage of affordable housing and
they are likely to end up homeless or living in staindard, unaffordable, and/or overcrowded
housing.

C. Implementation of the Plan requires an unlawfulrtgkn violation of the Fifth
Amendment to the United States Constitution, articker| Paragraph 20, and Article VIII,
Section 3, Paragraph 1 of the New Jersey Consiituti

Premised on a pre-textual finding that the Crahi#meighborhood is an Area In Need
of Redevelopment under the LHRL, the revised CratikiRedevelopment Plan eviscerates the
public use requirement of the Federal and Statestitations by allowing exercise of eminent
domain power to take property from private citizansl give it to another private party purely
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for “economic development.” Allowing the governm@r its designated delegate to take
property simply because it can put the property tbigher use”, absent solid justification,
places the burden of economic development on tlease able to bear it, exacting economic,
psychic, political and social costs. Such a redefrly violates the takings clauses of both the
Federal and State constitutions.

D. The Plan is discriminatory because it will causadbhip to the predominately Latino and
African-American residents of Cramer Hill

Cramer Hill is a diverse community of 10,035 resits, 65% who are Hispanic or Latino
of any race, and 27% who are African-American. lengentation of the Plan would therefore
cause the greatest hardship on these predomifsratan-American and Hispanic residents, as
they constitute the majority of the residents whmlikely to lose their homes and be forced out
of the neighborhood, while a more predominatelytevhind affluent population would be likely
to benefit from the creation of market rate unid ather amenities proposed in the Plan. As a
result, the designation and the Plan could havsaichinatory effect upon current Cramer Hill
residents.

E. The proposed demolition of public and Section 8sslibed housing violates federal
housing law.

The Camden Redevelopment Authority, City Planmiegrd, and City Council have
violated the substantive and procedural mandatd® &f.S.C. 8 1437p to obtain approval from
HUD to demolish the Ablett Village public housingwlopment and relocate the residents. The
City has also violated the procedural requiremehtection 250 of the National Housing Act,

12 U.S.C. § 1715z-15, and Section 8(t) of the éthibtates Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. § 14371(t),
which require notice to Centennial Village residggttUD approval in order to prepay the
mortgage or purchase the property, HUD permissideriminate an unexpired Housing
Assistance Payments Contract and Regulatory Agneermed HUD approval and an allocation
for funding of enhanced vouchers to relocate tiselemnts.

VIl.  CONCLUSION

The procedural hurdles encountered by the Cigamtier voting on the Plan have
resulted in this Council now having a fresh oppeitiuto revisit and reconsider the
Redevelopment Plan. Our clients ask this Coundihke advantage of this opportunity and
reject this seriously flawed Plan, and to work wikidents and other stakeholders to develop a
proposal to rehabilitate Cramer Hill is a way thrgets the needs of Cramer Hill and other City
residents.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments

Very truly yours,

Olga D. Pomar, Esq.
SOUTH JERSEY LEGAL SERVICES
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HANDDELIVERED TO COUNCIL AT CITY COUNCIL MEETING
WITH ATTACHMENTS

cc: Mr. Lewis Wilson, Esq. (by regular mail)
Mr. Joseph Kenney, Esq. (by regular mail)
Ablett Village Residents Council (by regular maithout attachments)
Centennial Village Tenants Action Council (by reegumail, without attachments)
Cramer Hill Residents Association, Inc. (by regutaail, without attachments)
Mayor Gwendolyn Faison (by regular mail, withottaahments)
Chief Operating Officer Melvin R. Primas (by regumail, without attachments)

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

SLJS Comments to Planning Board, dated May 11, 2@@4out attachments)
GIS Map % Below Poverty, obtained from the CamdesdRirces website,
www.camdenresources.org

2000 U.S. Census Data

Letter of A. Beveridge dated Nov. 30, 2004, wittaehments

LSNJ Report, “The Critical Shortage of Affordableu$ing In New Jersey”
The Real Costs of Living in 2002: The Self-Suffitey Standard in New Jersey
Priced Out in 1998: the Housing Crisis for Peopith\Wisabilities

Excerpts from Out of Reach Report

Excerpts from Deposition of Melvin R. Primas, May2B05

Excerpts from Deposition of Arijit De, April 29, 26

Excerpts from Deposition of Anselm Fusco, April 2805

Chart: Funding Sources

. Chart: Current Camden Housing Development Projects

Chart: Ablett Village Demolition/Disposition

Chart: Council on Affordable Housing 2004 Regiolmalome Limits

City of Camden WRAP

Excerpts from Camden Redevelopment Agency filestire to Cramer Hill housing
development
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